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on House elections between 1976 and 1998 and find a significant relationship between primary and general election results. In addition to these advances in the divisive primary literature, this article also extends the scope of the rational model of candidate entry, using it to explain why divisive primaries occur and, hence, how they correlate with general election performance.
The article proceeds as follows. In Section I, I consider one measure of candidate perceptions of the "winability" of a seat: the number of candidates contesting the election. Using a simple gametheoretic model, I argue that the number of candidates is a sufficient proxy for candidate perceptions. In Section II, I present tests of hypotheses derived from that game-theoretic model to demonstrate the connection between the candidates' perceptions and the number of candidates. In Section III, I discuss how I replicated past estimations of the divisive primary effect, this time controlling for candidate perceptions. My results indicate that candidate perceptions drive the relationship between primary divisiveness and general election results. In Section IV, I conclude by discussing the empirical results and placing this study in the context of the larger divisive primary literature.
I. Divisive Primaries and Rational Politicians
There is a correlation between primary election divisiveness and general election fortunes, but the correlation is driven by a confounding variable, incumbent vulnerability. On one hand, as an incumbent becomes more vulnerable, more candidates think they can beat the incumbent and more of them enter the race. This flooding causes primary elections to become more divisive: the primary election vote is split into smaller and smaller slices, and both the margin of victory and the winner's vote share go down. On the other hand, as incumbents become more vulnerable, they tend to do worse in the general election (because they win primaries despite their vulnerability, a fact I discuss in Section III). As a result of these twin relationships, primary divisiveness correlates positively with general election results among challengers, but negatively among incumbents.
Any proper estimation of the relationship between primary divisiveness and general election results must take into account candidates' perceptions of incumbent vulnerability; estimations that fail to do so measure not a causal relationship but a spurious correlation. Prior tests of the divisive primary thesis, including Bor's, measure divisiveness with some function of the primary's vote outcome, although the specific function varies from study to study. These measures reflect how close the primary election was, but they do not take into account candidates' perceptions. Although I also lack a variable that directly measures how candidates think about their own chances of winning, I take advantage of two variables that give indirect indications: the amount of money spent by losing candidates in the primary election (introduced in Section III), and the number of candidates who enter either party's primary. In this section and the next, I demonstrate that entry is an appropriate empirical proxy for candidate perceptions by showing that candidates enter races guided by their perceptions of whether or not they can win. My demonstration begins by exploring why candidates enter races in such a pattern as to create divisive primaries.
Divisive primaries are a regular occurrence in American elections,3 even though they seem to be in neither parties' nor candidates' best interests. Party leaders want their party to obtain offices, so they should prefer to spend their scarce resources on contests that garer seats for the party (general elections), rather than those that have only indirect influence on the race's ultimate outcome (primary elections). Furthermore, to the extent that young politicians with promise are themselves a scarce resource for the party, leaders should prefer to avoid pitting them against one another in a primary and putting a loss on one of their political resumes. Meanwhile, candidates typically run for the purpose of winning office and prefer to run under conditions that give them the greatest chance of doing so.4 Thus, they prefer to avoid running in difficult primary elections in favor of running against weak-or no-opposition. It seems a paradox, then, that divisive primaries occur at all. The reason they do is that the important actors often cannot work together to avoid them. Within some limits, politicians decide for themselves which elections to contest (see, for example, Jacobson and Kerell 1981), leaving party leaders out of the equation altogether. Candidates' entry decisions are made atomistically, besetting the decision-making process with coordination problems. All candidates want to run in the most attractive races, but if they all run in the same race, they interfere with each others' chances of winning. Further, other races that offer a lower, but still positive, probability of victory remain undercontested. As a result, to ask what causes a divisive primary is to ask why coordination fails between politicians from the same party who run for the same office.
To address this question, I turn to a simple game-theoretic model of politicians' entry decisions. In the "Primary Election Entry Game" (specified more completely in the appendix), two players, Player 1 and Player 2, simultaneously make a single binary choice: to Enter a primary election, or Don't Enter the race. I treat the outcome of the primary as a lottery. The prize for the winner is entry into the General Election, another lottery. There are two nonstrategic players, Dummy and Other Party. Both Player 1 and Player 2 are strong candidates, and they are the only strong candidates available to run for this particular office. Both potential candidates are strategic, and each will enter the race only if the expected utility of doing so is positive. If both candidates enter, then they will run against each other in a primary election. If only one candidate runs, then the candidate is either unopposed or the primary opponent is Dummy, who is nonstrategic (that is, will run regardless of the probability of winning), not likely to win the primary election, and not expected to win the general election if he or she makes it there. If neither candidate runs, then Dummy runs in, and wins, the primary election. The winner of the primary election runs in the general election against Other Party.
Strategies, payoffs, and preference orderings appear in Figure 1 . There are only two strategies and three payoffs. If both Players choose Enter, then they each receive the payoff of running in a Hard Race, since each must run against the other. If either politician decides to enter the race when the other does not, then the entering politician runs an Easy Race against the nonstrategic opponent. Any player who opts out of the race receives the payoff of pursuing the Next-Best career option, whatever that may be. I make one assumption regarding players' preferences over the three payoffs: if a politician wishes to stay in politics, and we hold the office constant, then that politician will prefer to run an easy race against a weak opponent than a more difficult race against a strong opponent. Therefore, both players always prefer Easy Race to Hard Race.
Since the player designations are arbitrary, there are six possible preference-ordering pairs: (a, a), (a, b), (a, c), (b, b), (b, c), and (c, c). Five of the games are dominance solvable with unique solutions. All three games in which players' preferences differ have a dominantstrategy equilibrium (DSE) of (Don't Enter, Enter) in which the player who most prefers Next-Best chooses Don't Enter. In (a, a), in which both players most prefer Next-Best, the DSE is (Don't Enter, Don't Enter). In (c, c), in which both players least prefer their next-best options, the DSE is (Enter, Enter). The only game that is not dominance solvable is (b, b). There are, however, two Nash equilibria in this game: (Enter, Don't Enter) and (Don't Enter, Enter). Mixed-strategy equilibria exist but are not considered.
Taken together, these equilibria suggest several empirically testable hypotheses regarding multiple-entry elections. These hypotheses are the basis for the logit estimations in the following section. I present the specific predictions suggested by each hypothesis in italics; those predictions correspond to the independent variables in those logit equations. Broadly, the solution to the game indicates that as the Hard Race grows more attractive, multiple entry grows more likely. Multiple-entry primaries should be concentrated most heavily in situations that approximate the conditions of games (c, c), in which the Hard Race (a difficult primary election against a strong opponent) is the equilibrium outcome because both players value entry highly, relative to exit. Overall, entering the race is most attractive when the likelihood of winning is highest and when the award for winning (a major-party nomination) is most valuable.5 If we assume that candidates value victory in a primary only because it represents a step toward the ultimate goal of running for office-officeholding-then we find the value of that award to be determined by (a) the probability with which the party nominee wins the general election and (b) the value of the seat itself. These three factors (likelihood of winning the primary, likelihood of winning the general, and the benefits accruing to the seat's winner) allow me to state specific hypotheses.6
FIGURE 1A Outcomes to Players in Primary Election Entry Game
Hypothesis 1: The more likely a non-incumbent candidate is to win the general election, the more likely there is to be multiple entry. This could also be called the V.O. Key hypothesis. Key demonstrated that Democratic primaries in the one-party South witnessed consistently high levels of competition, and he argued that the cause was the regularity with which the Democratic nominee won the general election (1949, 408-16). Hypothesis 1 transforms Key's point prediction into a comparative statics prediction: as the probability of a party's nominee winning the general election goes up, so does the probability of multiple entry into that party's primary. A general election candidate has a good chance of winning if he or she is the incumbent; for nonincumbent candidates, running in the absence of an incumbent increases the odds of winning (see, for example, Cox and Katz 1996 and Gelman and King 1990). Thus, multiple entry should occur more often where the incumbent does not run for reelection. Where the incumbent does not run for reelection but the choice is not his or hers to make (that is, when the incumbent dies or is arrested), candidates of the incumbent's party have a very good chance to win the seat, but the out-party's chances do not necessarily improve (Cox and Katz 2002) . In these cases, multiple entry should occur more often only for the in-party.
Additionally, a weak showing in the previous general election by the incumbent is a signal that the district is receptive to a new candidate: the more marginal the previous election, the higher the probability that a challenger will defeat the incumbent in this election. Thus, multiple entry should be more prevalent when there has been a marginal election in the previous cycle. Finally, as an incumbent's career progresses and the legislator grows farther away from constituents (Fenno 1978) , other politicians should start to line up for the seat. This progression says nothing, however, about the out-party's ability to capture the seat, since it does not affect the partisan balance in the district. Thus, as an officeholder s career progresses, multiple entry should occur more frequently in in-party primary elections.
Hypothesis 2: The higher the benefits of office, the more likely there is to be multiple entry.
Schlessinger (1966) was the first to demonstrate that offices vary in their appeal to candidates. More-desirable offices might have more multiple-entry primaries, but this relationship is complicated by the fact that elections for more-valuable offices are often costlier to run in and the high costs might deter some candidates from running. Since I used data from only one office (a seat in the House of Representatives), I avoided having to sort out these complications. I conducted a different test of Hypothesis 2, taking advantage of the fact that, within the House, a seat in the majority party is "worth" more than a seat in the minority party (Binder 1997; Cox and McCubbins 1993) . As a result, multiple entry should occur more frequently in primaries of the party that expects to be the majority party in the upcoming year.
Hypothesis 3: The more likely a non-incumbent candidate is to win the primary election, the more likely there is to be multiple entry.
Many of the same factors determine the ability of non-incumbent candidates to win primary elections as determine their ability to win general elections. For both general elections and in-party primaries, the probability of victory is largely driven by the vulnerability of the incumbent; thus, all the predictions about in-party primaries that result from Hypothesis 1 also apply here. This is not the case, however, when it comes to out-party primaries. There is no incumbent in out-party primaries, so winning does not depend on incumbent attributes.7
Stone and Maisel (2003) introduce one factor that distinguishes a candidate's probability of winning the primary versus the general elections. They note that, as a district's partisan balance leans more toward the party of a given candidate, that candidate has a worse chance of winning the primary election (because of increased competition from other candidates), but a better chance of winning the general election if he or she wins the primary. A candidate's chance of winning office is the result of multiplying these first two subprobabilities (Stone and Maisel 2003, 952) . This overall probability is highest when the district has a relatively even partisan balance (964-66). Thus, if we combine Hypotheses 1 and 3, multiple entry should be higher when support for the Democratic and Republican parties is evenly balanced within the district. Despite the model's success at predicting the occurrence of multiple-entry primaries, "multiple entry" is not the same as "divisive." Nevertheless, the two are very closely entwined theoretically: multiple entry is the first necessary condition for a divisive primary, and the factors leading to multiple entry (such as Hypothesis 1 's valuable party nomination) should also lead candidates to care more about winning and to create a divisive primary. Additionally, the dummy variable Multiple Entry and Margin of Primary Victory correlate at .89. As a result, the same logic that predicts multiple entry should also predict divisive primaries. To check this hypothesis, I estimated ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models of Margin of Primary Victory with the same set of independent variables. Results appear in Table 3 . Note that the dependent variable is inversely related to primary divisiveness in these estimations, since as a primary grows more divisive, the winner's margin of victory diminishes. Thus, the predicted signs for each coefficient are reversed from those in Table 2 . The results indicate that the rational-entry model fares just as well in predicting a close primary as it did in predicting a contested primary; in some cases, it did better. 
III. Contested Primaries and General Election Results
Section II indicates that the attractiveness of the primary election to non-incumbents is a major determinant of its level of divisiveness. Table 2 demonstrates that candidate perceptions of their ability to win explain the occurrence of multiple-entry primaries; Table 3 demonstrates that the same perceptions explain primary divisiveness. In particular, the variables generated by Hypothesis 1 measure the degree to which the seat is winnable for non-incumbents. Most of these variables strongly correlate with both multiple entry and primary divisiveness. These results support the idea that candidates' perceptions of the likelihood of winning the seat cause primaries to be divisive. I now turn to the next question: What effect does divisiveness have on general election outcomes?
Many studies have asked this question before, and all have used a similar methodology: estimate the general election outcome and include a measure of divisiveness in the model. Although the literature has never settled on the best way to operationalize divisiveness, all studies measure the closeness of the primary election, but they do not account for candidate perceptions of how attractive the primary is to run in.12 This methodology does not account for the spurious nature of the relationship between primary divisiveness and general election results, even in studies that attempt to control for reciprocal causality (Born 1981) .
In this section, I discuss how I replicated the same analysis as previous studies but introduced two new operationalizations of primary divisiveness to account for candidate perceptions of the attractiveness of running for office. One variable is Total Number of Candidates who appeared in either party's primary election ballot in that district. The results of the previous section (that more candidates enter races that are more attractive) indicate that this variable accurately reflects elections' relative attractiveness. The second measure of attractiveness is Total Amount of Money spent by losing candidates in the district's primary elections. 13 High spending in the primary election is an indication that at least one group of strategic actors-donors-feels that the primary election's prize (the right to run in a general election) is worth winning.14 Additionally, I followed earlier studies by including a measure that reflects the closeness of the primary outcome, Margin of Primary Victory.
I tested two sets of predictions for this section. First, divisiveness should have a different relationship with general election outcomes for incumbent-and out-party primaries. The previous section revealed that divisive primaries occur where incumbents are vulnerable; vulnerable incumbents do worse in the general election than do strong incumbents. If vulnerable incumbents win primaries despite their vulnerability (and thus go on to compete in the general election), then measures of primary divisiveness should correlate with challengers doing better in the general election and incumbents doing worse. Vulnerable incumbents do win primaries. In the 12 election cycles included in the dataset, 4,713 incumbents ran in a primary election and only 57 of them lost. Of those, 10 lost to other incumbents in a redistricting year, so only 47 incumbents-about 1% of those who ran-lost a primary election to a challenger.15 Despite incumbents' relative safety in primary elections, however, their vulnerability is a real concern in general elections since challengers use this factor to determine whether or not to enter races; this relationship between incumbent vulnerability and primary election challenges is borne out in the estimates of the likelihood of incumbent-party challenger entry in Table 2 . The end result is that most vulnerable incumbents survive close primaries but then receive vigorous attack from their general election opponents.
The second proposition is that candidates' perceptions of the likelihood of winning office if they enter a primary election-not the closeness of the primary election itself-are the root cause of any relationship between primary divisiveness and general election outcomes. Thus, the coefficients associated with variables that reflect candidate perceptions of race attractiveness (number of primary candidates and amount of primary spending) should be significant. The coefficient on the variable measuring primary closeness (Margin of Primary Victory) should not be significant. If the conventional wisdom regarding divisive primaries is true and divisiveness directly affects general election results, then the opposite will hold: the closeness variable will be significant, but the variables that reflect candidate perceptions will not be. Finally, if the underlying relationship is one of reciprocal causality, as suggested by Born (1981) , then both sets of variables will be significant.
The data include all House general elections between 1984 and 1998. In addition to the key independent variables, I also included standard House election results predictors: a challenger-quality dummy (coded as 1 if the challenger had won electoral office previously, as 0 otherwise),'6 the incumbent's share of the two-party vote in the previous election, the log of candidate spending (adjusted for inflation), the district normal vote (represented as the percentage of the two-party vote received by the party's presidential candidate that year or two years prior), and a dummy variable for each year included (excluding the most recent). I also included a control variable to separate caucus- The results of these regressions appear in Table 4 , again with the predicted signs of coefficients indicated. The first group of predictions bears out entirely. Challengers who come out of highly contested primaries fare better in the general election than do other challengers, and incumbents who come out of highly contested primaries fare worse than other incumbents. For challengers, both the number of candidates and the amount of money spent in the primary election has a significant effect on general election vote returns. Each additional entrant in the primary election is associated with a Democratic challenger receiving almost two-thirds of a percentage point more in the general election, and a Republican challenger receiving almost half a percentage point. Between one and eight candidates competed in 99% of all challengerparty primary elections; the difference between being the only candidate running for office and running in a field of eight is 4.4 points in the general election for Democrats and 3.3 for Republicans. Furthermore, spending by primary contestants is associated with challengers doing better in the general election: for each additional $10,000 spent in the primary election, challengers receive slightly less than half a percentage point in the general election. This is a substantial effect (almost seven points), since losing candidates have cumulatively spent as much as $1.6 million during a primary campaign.
Incumbents, on the other hand, do worse when coming out of highly contested primaries. The amount of money spent by primary election losers has no significant influence on incumbents' general election fortunes. But the number of candidates running to unseat the incumbent can indicate real trouble. Each additional primary election candidate results in the average incumbent losing approximately three full percentage points in the general election. The difference between having no competition and running in a "full" primary field of eight candidates is 21 percentage points for the average Democrat, 22.5 for the average Republican. Contrary to the predictions, Margin ofPrimary Victory is associated with doing somewhat better in the general election among Democratic incumbents. The same is not true for Republican incumbents, and the effect is relatively small. The difference between winning a primary election by 1 point and winning it by 100 (having no competition) is about four points at the polls in the general election.
The second set of predictions, that candidate perception variables have a significant relationship with general election vote returns but primary closeness variables do not, is also confirmed. The results for challengers support the unintended-consequences theory unambigu-ously. For challengers of both parties, the relationship between primary election closeness and general election outcome is not significant, whereas the relationship between both measures reflecting candidate perceptions and general election outcome is significant. The results for incumbents also support the unintended-consequences theory, although not quite as forcefully. One of the two candidate perception variables has a significant relationship with incumbents' general election vote shares, and that relationship is very strong. Additionally, primary election closeness, as measured by margin of victory, has a significant relationship with general election vote only among Democratic incumbents. The substantive impact of that variable is dwarfed by that of the relationship between general election results and the number of candidates running in the primary. Whereas primary election victory margin can move incumbents' general election vote shares 4.3 percentage points, the number of candidates in the primary election can move vote shares 21 points. The effect of the perceptions-reflecting variable is about five times the effect of the closeness variable.
IV. Conclusion
The unintended-consequences theory is both the first theory to explain why divisive primaries occur and the first to offer a falsifiable explanation of the relationship between primary divisiveness and general election outcome.18 Divisive primary elections occur because candidates generally enter races they think they can win. The most-winnable races involve vulnerable incumbents and a disproportionate number of nonincumbents who enter those races to create divisive primaries. This behavior results in primaries in which incumbents are most likely to do poorly in the general election, and it creates a relationship between primary divisiveness and general election results: where primaries are divisive, incumbents are vulnerable and thus likely to do poorly in the general election. Thus, divisive primaries occur where, on average, incumbents do worse in general elections and challengers do better. It is in this way that divisive primaries are an unintended consequence of behavior directed toward the goal of winning a general election.
The literature studying divisive primary elections goes back almost 40 years, and much of it is devoted to searching for evidence of a conventional wisdom-that a divisive primary harms the primary winner's chances in the general election. Despite the conventional wisdom's wide acceptance, the search for supporting evidence often produced null or inconclusive findings. The most recent scholarship even indicates that the conventional wisdom may be wrong: challengers 
APPENDIX Primary Election Entry Game
This is a one-shot game in which two players simultaneously decide whether or not to enter a primary election, which I treat as a lottery. Both players choose from two strategies: Enter the race or Don't Enter the race. The prize for the winner of this lottery is entry into the general election, which I treat as another lottery. There are two nonstrategic players, Dummy and Other Party. The game is built upon the following assumptions: Player 1 and Player 2 are members of the same party. Both are strong candidates and the only strong candidates available to run in the district. Both are strategic, and each will enter the race only if the expected utility of doing so is positive. If both candidates enter, then they will run against each other in a primary election. If only one candidate runs, then the primary opponent is Dummy, who is nonstrategic (i.e., will run regardless of the probability of winning), not likely to win the primary election against Player 1 or Player 2, and not expected to win the general election. If neither candidate runs, then Dummy runs in, and wins, the primary election. Finally, the winner of the primary election runs in the general election against Other Party.
Given these parameters, the value of entering the race to Player 1 is P(2)U(runl2) + (1 -P(2))U(runlD), where P(2) = probability of Player 2 entering, U(runl2) = the utility of running against Player 2, and U(runlD) = the utility of running against Dummy. Players By assumption, C, < CD and C2 < CD. That is, the cost of running a primary election against Dummy (CD) is less than the cost of running against either one of the strong contenders. Additionally, 0 < P1 < 1 and 0 < P2 < 1. Given these conditions, the value of Easy Race is always higher than the value of Hard Race. Thus, the solution to the game depends on the value of the players' next-best options in relation to the two primary races. The possible payoff orderings are designated in Table Al. Since the player designations are arbitrary, there are six possible preferenceordering pairs (and thus six different games for the players to play): (a, a), (a, b), (a, c),  (b, b), (b, c), and (c, c) . Five of the games are dominance solvable with unique solutions. In the three games in which players' preferences differ, the dominant-strategy equilibrium is (Don't Enter, Enter), in which the player who most prefers Next-Best Option chooses Don't Enter. In (a, a), in which both players most prefer Next-Best Option, the dominant-strategy equilibrium is (Don't Enter, Don't Enter). In (c, c), in which both players least prefer Next-Best Option, the dominant-strategy equilibrium is (Enter, Enter). The only game that is not dominance solvable is (b, b). There are, however, two weak Nash equilibria: (In, Out) and (Out, In).
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1. I excluded from the category of"serious" candidates those who run in order to publicize their business, to have fun, or to exalt beer, for example. I included those who approximate the traditional "rational entry" models discussed more fully in the article.
2. Kenney and Rice (1984) discuss reciprocal causality but do not control for it in their empirical analysis and do not separate incumbents and challengers. Alvarez, Canon, and Sellers (1995) divide observations for incumbents and challengers, but they do not control for reciprocal causality. All other studies overlook the issues altogether.
3. In major-party House primaries between 1976 and 1998, the top two votegetters finished within 20 percentage points of each other 13% of the time, and within 10 points of each other 8% of the time. If we limit the discussion to contested primaries (i.e., those contests in which at least two candidates actually run), then we find the proportions jump to 35% and 21%, respectively.
4 7. I do not claim that the incumbent does not influence entry into the out-party primary election. Indeed, this incumbent influence is related to the core of my argument: vulnerable incumbents mean more candidates enter the out-party primary and, as a result, winning that primary becomes harder. Once entry has concluded and the primary election itself is conducted, however, the probability with which any single candidate defeats the others does not depend on incumbent attributes-at least, not those attributes traditionally measured by political scientists.
8. The time period of my dataset covers the era in which Democratic control of the South was eroding. The Republican party was still weak in the region until the early to mid-1990s, however. Some elements of "classic" Southern politics may therefore be in place throughout the dataset, and I controlled for those elements with the variable South.
9. Note that, because of the variable's operationalization, as Partisan Balance rises in value, the balance of the district falls. As a result, the variable correlates negatively with multiple entry. The same is true for Lagged Incumbent Vote.
10. Key (1949) showed that the South saw a much higher degree of intraparty electoral competition under one-party rule, at least within the dominant Democratic party. The reversal of this trend in recent decades suggests that Southern incumbents are less vulnerable than others. By one measure they are: Southern incumbents' mean vote share is higher than other incumbents' for every year between 1974 and 1998. This finding implies that the South is still politically distinct from the rest of the nation; the distinguishing characteristic is no longer one-party rule, however, but safe incumbents.
11. Some of these results are explainable, post hoc. The correlation between marginal previous election and multiple entry appears only in the out-party, which makes sense if we assume that the incumbent's marginal vote share relates only to voters' willingness to replace the incumbent with a member of the out-party. Second, candidates who challenge incumbents who are growing distant from their districts seem to zero in on incumbent age rather than length of service. This finding is consistent with the idea that the true underlying variable is "degree to which incumbent is no longer responsive to the district" and incumbents whose retirements are most imminent are less responsive. Third, there is no relationship between involuntary incumbent retirement and multiple entry for in-party Republicans, but this finding is determined by only 30 cases out of the universe of 10,440. Fourth, majority party status is associated with a higher probability of multiple entry only among Democrats; among Republicans, majority status decreases the probability of multiple entry. This result could reflect a recent trend of multiple-entry primaries occurring less frequently among both parties, reflected in Figure 1 . Finally, for out-party Democrats, informal state endorsements are associated with a higher probability of multiple entry, contrary to the predicted relationship. But the relationship is not discernible from 0 at significance levelp < .05.
12. Alvarez, Canon, and Sellers (1995) use primary election spending to account for these preferences, but they do not acknowledge that spending relates as much to candidate expectations as it does to primary divisiveness.
13. I included only losing candidates' spending because the Federal Election Commission does not separate pre-primary and post-primary spending in any election prior to 2000. Thus, including primary winners' spending would include money the winner spent in the general election. By using only losers' spending, I can assume that all money was spent prior to the primary election. 14. A third way to measure candidate perceptions of their prospects for winning might take into account the quality of the primary election candidate pool, in addition to the quantity of challengers. Well-qualified challengers tend to run when their chances of winning are highest; one could therefore infer that the more qualified the candidate pool is in aggregate, the higher the prospects of winning are for any given candidate. I attempted to account for challenger quality using three different operationalizations of the quality of the candidate pool. First, I simply added a dummy variable to the regression presented in Table 4 , indicating the presence of an experienced candidate in the primary candidate pool. Second, I replaced the dummy with a cardinal variable that counted the number of experienced candidates. This method was methodologically unsatisfying, however, because it double-counted experienced candidates-i.e., they were counted in both the "total candidates" and "quality candidates" variables. Lastly, I included the count variable but changed total number of candidates to reflect only those candidates not coded as quality challengers. In all three cases, the quality of the primary election pool often had an insignificant relationship with general election outcomes, with little change in the coefficients and standard errors of the other key variables. 16. I used a dichotomous coding for candidate quality primarily because applying a more detailed coding would have required an overwhelming amount of work and added very little value. Extant detailed codings have all been applied to general election challengers to the Senate and House of Representatives, for whom data is relatively easy to obtain. Obtaining the same data for primary election challengers to the House-who outnumber general election challengers by about 3 to 1 and many of whom are very obscure-would be onerous at best and impossible at worst. To the best of my knowledge, data for the more elaborate measure employed in Green and Krasno 1988, for one, are not available at all for some of the time period in my dataset. Furthermore, the dichotomous measure is correlated with the Green and Krasno measure at .8 (Jacobson 1990 ), meaning that any gains from the use of the more detailed measure would be marginal at best.
17. In incumbent races, the correlation between primary divisiveness and general election outcomes is driven by a confounding variable, incumbent vulnerability. This confounder is not present in open-seat races because there are no incumbents. As a result, to ask if the same correlation exists for open-seat races is to ask if an equivalent confounding variable exists to cause it. If the answer is no, then we would expect there to be no relationship between primary divisiveness and general election outcomes. I repeated the Table 4 analysis on open-seat races, dividing observations into candidates of the same party as the incumbent who departed the seat, and those of the opposite party. For same-party candidates, there was no relationship between primary divisiveness and general election outcomes. For other-party candidates, there was a negative correlation between the number of candidates in the primary and general election outcomes, indicating the presence of a lurking variable.
18. Two methods have been employed to identify the cause of divisive primaries, but neither is satisfactory. One line of research involves surveying party activists about their activities in the primary and general elections (Comer 1976; Johnson and Gibson 1974; Stone 1986 ). The research shows that activists working for a primary loser tend to defect from the party during the general election. Such activist defection does not predict divisive primaries, however, because there is no indication that activists working for candidates who lost a divisive primary election defect more than activists working for candidates who lost by a wide margin. The second line of research looks at voters' tendencies to defect from the party after a close primary election. These studies have a more direct bearing on the relationship, but so far they have only been conducted in the context of presidential elections (Southwell 1986; Sullivan 1977-78) .
